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PRE" APPEAL BRIEF REQUEST FOR REVIEW ACCOMPANYING 

NOTICE OF APPEAL 

Mail Stop AF 
Commissioner for Patents 
P.O. Box 1450 

Alexandria, Virginia 22313-1450 
SIR: 

ERRORS IN THE PRIOR REJECTION 

Consistent with the Review Requirements for identification of clear errors, Applicants 
note the following: 

I. The combination of references asserted by the Examiner does not teach or 
fairly suggest a solid-state imaging device wherein a substrate bias voltage is 
altered depending upon the type of read-out operation such that the saturation 
signal quantity in the progressive mode is substantially equal to that in the 
interlaced mode operation. 

II. The combination of references asserted by the Examiner does not teach or 
fairly suggest a solid-state imaging device wherein a substrate bias voltage is 
altered depending upon the type of read-out operation such that the saturation 
signal quantity in a progressive mode in substantially equal to that in the 
interlaced mode of operation for a HAD sensor. 
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Appl. No. 11/001,951 

Pre-AppeaJ Request for Review Dated November 16, 2006 
Reply to Office Action of July 12, 2006 

REMARKS 

A. The SI 03(a) Prior Art Rejection of Claims 1-3 is Improper based on the 
combination of Yamaguchi 921, Suzuki '703 and Suga 4 980 

Applicants note that dependent claims 1-3 each respectively specify a solid-state 
image sensor, a driving method for a solid-state image sensor, and a camera having a solid- 
state image sensor wherein the driving system operates in a progressive mode in which all 
picture element signals are output independently and an interlaced mode wherein signals are 
superimposed. Each of the independent claims specifies that a bias voltage is applied to the 
substrate in the progressive mode which is smaller than in the interlaced mode such that the 
applied bias voltages are applied so that a saturation signal quantity in the progressive mode 
is substantially equivalent to that in the interlaced mode . 

The Examiner has recognized that the Yamaguchi reference does not teach or suggest 
the use of a substrate bias circuit and therefore relies upon the teachings of the Suzuki 
reference. In acknowledging yet another shortcoming of this initial combination of 
references, the Examiner recognizes that neither Yamaguchi nor Suzuki indicates that a 
saturation signal quantity in the progressive mode is preferably substantially equivalent to 
that in the interlaced mode as claimed. Accordingly, the Examiner then cites to the teachings 
on the Suga '980 reference and asserts that the applied bias voltages are chosen such that a 
saturation signal quantity in the progressive mode is substantially equivalent to that in the 
interlaced mode. 
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Pre-Appeal Request for Review Dated November 16, 2006 
Reply to Office Action of July 12, 2006 

Fundamentally, Applicants note that this rejection is entirely inappropriate due to the 
fact that there is no teaching or suggestion demonstrated by the Examiner to make the 
proposed combination of references as asserted. It is improper to pick and choose randomly 
from among a variety of cited references to cobble together an obviousness rejection. 

Moreover, Applicants note that the so-called bias voltage control of the Suga 
reference is not actually a substrate bias control as asserted by the Examiner but rather the 
bias circuit 35 the changes an overflow drain voltage. (See specifically column 6 at lines 30- 
35). More specifically, in this reference when an excess electric charge is generated at the 
photodiode, the charge overflows a potential barrier that is determined by the overflow drain 
voltage VOFD, element 45 and shown in Figure 1 1 A. Accordingly, this reference merely 
describes altering an overflow drain voltage according to a field mode operation and a frame 
mode operation. A person of ordinary skill in the art would not have been motivated to make 
the proposed combination of references now asserted by the Examiner, Furthermore, even if 
it were appropriate to make the proposed combination, the asserted combination of references 
would not result in Applicants 7 presently claim subject matter* 

At best, the combination would merely provide a solid-state imaging device wherein 
an overflow drabi voltage is altered. The asserted combination would not provide adjustment 
of a substrate bias voltage such that a saturation signal quantity in the progressive mode is 
substantially equivalent to that in the interlaced mode. 
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Appl.No. 11/001,951 

Pre- Appeal Request for Review Dated November 16, 2006 
Reply to Office Action of July 12, 2006 

Further confirmation of this fact is found in column 7 of the Suga reference at lines 1- 
10. This portion of the cited reference describes the selection of the bias for controlling the 
overflow drain voltage. The reference merely describes increasing the dynamic range by 
setting the overflow drain voltage to be in a relatively low-level in the frame mode and to be 
in a "relatively high level" in the field mode. Accordingly, in addition to the fact that the 
Suga reference does not describe altering a substrate bias voltage, the reference does not 
teach or suggest altering a bias voltage such that a saturation signal quantity in two modes of 
operation is substantially equivalent. 

At the very least, for these reasons alone, the asserted rejection is improper and should 
be withdrawn. 

A. The S103fal Prior Art Rejection of Claims 4-5 is Improper based on the 
combination of Yamagachi "921> Suzuki '703 Suga '980 and Lee 

Fundamentally, this combination of references is similarly deficient for the same 
reasons as the rejections described above are improper. At the very least, the combination of 
Yamaguchi and Suzuki have the deficiencies recognized by the Examiner relating to the lack 
of any teaching or suggestion regarding the specifically claimed adjustment of the substrate 
bias voltage. As noted, Suga does not fill this void. The Examiner relies upon the Lee 
reference only for the pinned photodiode structure and this reference does not provide the 
requisite teaching or suggestion concerning the noted deficiencies described in detail above 
concerning adjustment of the substrate bias voltage. Accordingly, this combination of 
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Pre-Appeal Request for Review Dated November 16, 2006 
Reply to Office Action of July 12, 2006 



references remains deficient and the Examiner has failed to establish the obviousness of 
claims 4-5 



C. The S103(al Prior Art Rejection of Claims 1-3 Is Improper based on the 
combination of Chants Suzuki '703 Saga '980 and Lee 

The Chang reference suffers from the same deficiencies as the Yamaguchi reference 
because by the Examinees own admission, Chang does not teach or suggest controlling a bias 
voltage applied to the substrate to be smaller for the progressive mode than in the interlaced 
mode of operation. In support of these rejections, the Examiner again relies upon Suzuki and 
Suga but these references are deficient for the reasons noted above. Accordingly, this 
combination of references to similarly deficient in the rejection should be withdrawn. 

Applicants note that the same deficiencies apply to the combination of references 
applied to the obviousness rejection of claims 4-6. 




Attorneys for Applicant 
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